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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claims 8 - 10, 12, 14; and 15 - 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Draper et al., U.S. Patent 6,604,236. 

In regard to claim 8: 

"a) providing a computer containing a software tool that maps directory references 
between the first computer-readable directory structure and a second computer- 
readable directory structure by source name; 

Draper discloses a map file referencing the differences between the first and second 
directory structures (column 2, lines 22 - 29). 

b) input the first computer file to the computer; 

Draper discloses that the first directory system is stored (Abstract). 

c) identifying source names in a line of the first computer file that is referenced by the 
software tool; 

Draper discloses a map file referencing the differences between the first and second 
directory structures (column 2, lines 22 - 29). 
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d) for each identified source name, changing the associated directory reference from 
the first computer-readable directory structure to the second computer-readable 
directory structure. " 

See Draper column 1, line 49 to column 2, line 6. 

In regard to claim 9, incorporating the rejection of claim 8: 

. . wherein step (c) is performed by steps of: 

ci) comparing the source names in the line to the source names identified by 
the software tool, and 

c2) selecting the directory reference in the first computer file associated with 
each source name the line that matches a source name identified by the software 
tool." 

Draper discloses comparing a first and second computer-readable directory and 
identifying the difference between the two directories (column 1, line 49 - column 2, line 6). 

In regard to claim 10, incorporating the rejection of claim 9: 
"...including the steps of: 

e) storing the line containing a changed directory reference to a second 
computer file, and 

f) repeating steps (c) and (d) for each line in the first computer file. " 
Draper discloses a map file referencing the differences between the first and second 

directory structures (column 2, lines 22 - 29). 

In regard to claim 12, incorporating the rejection of claim 8: 

". . . including steps of: 

e) storing the line containing a changed directory reference to a second 
computer file, and 
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f) repeating steps (c) and (d) for each line in first computer file. " 
Draper discloses a map file referencing the differences between the first and second 
directory structures (column 2, lines 22 - 29). See also Draper column 1, line 49 to column 2, 
line 6. 

In regard to claim 14, incorporating the rejection of claim 8: 

". . . wherein the second computer file overwrites the first computer file. " 

Draper discloses that a new version of the directory structure is stores replacing the old 

structure (column 1, line 64 to column 2, line 6). 

In regard to claim 15: 

"first computer readable program code for causing the computer identify source names 
in each line of the first computer-readable file; and 

second computer readable program code for causing the computer change the directory 
reference associated with each source name from the first computer-readable directory 
structure to the second computer-readable directory structure. " 

Claim 15 (a computer-readable medium) is rejected for the same corresponding reasons 
put forth in the rejection of claim 8 (a corresponding process). 

In regard to claim 16, incorporating the rejection of claim 15: 



"...wherein the computer readable program includes computer readable data 
representing source names in the first and second computer-readable directory 
structures, and the first computer readable program code includes: 
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computer readable program code causing the computer compare the source names in 
the line to the source names represented by the computer readable data, and 

computer readable program code for causing the computer to select the directory 
reference in the first computer-readable file associated with each identified source 
name in the line. " 

Claim 16 (a computer-readable medium) is rejected for the same corresponding reasons 
put forth in the rejection of claim 9 (a corresponding process). 

In regard to claim 17, incorporating the rejection of claim 16: 
". . . wherein the computer readable program includes: 

computer readable program code for causing the computer to store the line containing a 
changed directory reference to a second computer-readable file. " 

Claim 17 (a computer-readable medium) is rejected for the same corresponding reasons 
put forth in the rejection of claim 10 (a corresponding process). 

In regard to claim 18, incorporating the rejection of claim 17: 
"...wherein the computer readable program includes: 

computer readable program code for causing the computer to output the second 
computer-readable file as defining the integrated circuit in the second computer- 
readable directory structure. " 

Claim 18 (a computer-readable medium) is rejected for the same corresponding reasons 
put forth in the rejection of claim 1 1 (a corresponding process). 

In regard to claim 19, incorporating the rejection of claim 15: 
"... wherein the computer readable program includes: 
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computer readable program code for causing the computer store the line containing a 
changed directory reference second computer-readable file. " 

Claim 19 (a computer-readable medium) is rejected for the same corresponding reasons 
put forth in the rejection of claim 10 (a corresponding process). 

In regard to claim 20, incorporating the rejection of claim 19: 
"...wherein the computer readable program includes: 

computer readable program code for causing the computer to output the second 
computer-readable file as defining integrated circuit in the second computer-readable 
directory structure." 

Claim 20 (a computer-readable medium) is rejected for the same corresponding reasons 
put forth in the rejection of claim 13 (a corresponding process). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1 - 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Draper et al., 
U.S. Patent 6,604,236 (hereinafter referred to as Draper) in view of Tabloski, Jr. et al., U.S. 
Patent 5,999,729 (hereinafter referred to as Tabloski). 



Draper discloses a tool to adjust files in updating directories; 
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In regard to claim 1: 

"a) comparing the first and second computer-readable directories identify differences 
between first and second computer-readable directory structures;" 

Draper discloses comparing a first and second computer-readable directory and 

identifying the difference between the two directories (column 1, line 49 - column 2, line 6). 

"b) generating computer-readable map file containing plurality items, each referencing 
difference between the first and second computer-readable directory structures by an 
associated source name;" 

Draper discloses a map file referencing the differences between the first and second 
directory structures (column 2, lines 22 - 29). 

c) sorting the items of the mapping file an ordered list based on the source names; 
Draper does not explicitly disclose sorting based on source names. However, Tabloski 

discloses sorting by source names (column 16, lines 4 - 7). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the generation of 
a map file with the sorting of information in a source file because the source file contains the 
basis information for updating the new version as taught by Draper at column 2, lines 1-6. 

d) for each source name, generating computer-readable code representing difference 
between the first and second computer-readable directory structures associated with 
the respective source name; and 

Draper discloses a computer readable code representing the difference between the first 
and second directory structures (column 2, lines 29 - 39). 

e) generating the tool based on the computer-readable codes. 

Draper discloses generation of a table to be used in identifying data in order to adjust the 
old version of an existing directory to create a new one (column 1, lines 49 - 64). 
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In regard to claim 2 y incorporating the rejection of claim 1 : 
". . . wherein step (c) includes steps of: 

cl) sorting the source names by length, and 

c2) after step (cl), alphanumerically sorting source names of equal length. " 
Draper does not explicitly disclose sorting based on source names. However, Tabloski 
discloses sorting by source names (column 16, lines 4-7) and additionally discloses the 
developer can indicate other sort characteristics (column 14, lines 26 - 29). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the 
generation of a map file with the sorting of information in a source file because the source file 
contains the basis information for updating the new version as taught by Draper at column 2, 
lines 1 - 6. 

In regard to claim 3, incorporating the rejection of claim 2: 

". . . further including after step (c) and before step (d) 
f) parsing the source names. " 

Draper discloses that the file system hierarchy is identified and segmented (parsed) 
column 4, lines 7 - 27). 

In regard to claim 4, incorporating the rejection of claim 3: 
" . . further including steps of: 

f) packaging the tool with the second computer-readable directory structure. " 
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Draper discloses that the tools to adjust the directory files may be stored on the target 
system (See Abstract). 

In regard to claim 5, incorporating the rejection of claim 2: 

" . . further including steps of: 

f) packaging the tool with the second computer-readable directory structure. " 

Draper discloses that the tools to adjust the directory files may be stored on the target 
system (See Abstract). 

In regard to claim 6, incorporating the rejection of claim 1 : 

". . . further including after step (c) and before step (d) 
f) parsing the source names. " 

Draper discloses that the file system hierarchy is identified and segmented (parsed) 
column 4, lines 7 - 27). 

In regard to claim 7, incorporating the rejection of claim 6: 

" . . further including steps of: 

f) packaging the tool with the second computer-readable directory structure. " 

Draper discloses that the tools to adjust the directory files may be stored on the target 
system (See Abstract). 
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5. Claims 1 1 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over Draper 
et al., U.S. Patent 6,604,236 (hereinafter referred to as Draper) in view of Yazdani, U.S. Patent 
6,625,597 

In regard to claim 11, incorporating the rejection of claim 10: 
"...including 

g) output the second computer file as defining the integrated circuit the second 
computer-readable directory structure. 

Draper discloses a map file referencing the differences between the first and second 

directory structures (column 2, lines 22 - 29), but does not disclose defining an integrated circuit 

in a computer-readable directory. However, Yazdani discloses defining an integrated circuit in a 

computer-readable directory (column 1, lines 9 - 20; and column 1, line 59 to column 2, line 14). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was 

made to combine the Draper invention that referenced differences between directory structures 

with the directories defining integrated circuits as taught by Yazdani because the combination 

provides a means to update the latest design attributes as taught by Yazdani at column 1, lines 29 

-36. 

In regard to claim 13, incorporating the rejection of claim 12: 
"...including 

g) output the second computer file as defining the integrated circuit in the 
second computer-readable directory structure. " 

Draper discloses a map file referencing the differences between the first and second 

directory structures (column 2, lines 22 - 29), but does not disclose defining an integrated circuit 
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in a computer-readable directory. However, Yazdani discloses defining an integrated circuit in a 
computer-readable directory (column 1, lines 9 - 20; and column 1, line 59 to column 2, line 14). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made to combine the Draper invention that referenced differences between directory structures 
with the directories defining integrated circuits as taught by Yazdani because the combination 
provides a means to update the latest design attributes as taught by Yazdani at column 1, lines 29 
-36. 



Conclusion 

7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Lawrence Shrader whose telephone number is (703) 305-8046. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 08:00-16:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kakali Chaki can be reached on (703) 305-9662. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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